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NEW HOPE-SOLEBURY SCHOOL DISTRICT BOARD 

SPECIAL EDUCATION COMMITTEE 

DISTRICT OFFICE CONFERENCE ROOM 

FEBRUARY 12, 2013 

DRAFT 

  

CALL TO ORDER 

Dr. Huchet called the meeting to order at 6:00P.M. 

 

ATTENDANCE 

Ms. Pavlick, Ms. Dorsam, Dr. Wind, Mr. Lieberman, Ms. Lawson, Mr. Finley, Ms. 
Kingsley, Mr. Malone, Ms. Reidy, Ms. Panzica, Ms. Learmonth, Mr. Lewis, Dr. 
Huchet  (others did not sign in) 

 

MINUTES 

Deferred until March meeting 

 

OLD BUSINESS 
Announcements 

The resignation of Ms. Tealer, Community Member, was announced. 

The absence of the Superintendent due to a prior school related commitment 
was announced. 

The Chair requested suggestions for additional Community Members. 

 

Co-Teaching 

Mr. Lieberman reviewed the current status of Co-Teaching (CT) in the NHSD.  It 
is an option in grades 7-12 in English and math, in 6th

 grade math, and non-
existent in K-5.  He indicated that his next step toward improving the existing 
options and addressing the needs at the K-6 levels was to meet with the teachers 
at those levels. 
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He indicated he was waiting for the “green light” from SEC to proceed.  The 
Chair posited that the SEC’s role was advisory to the Board and it did not have 
the authority to direct any administrative action.  In the view of the Chair, Mr. 
Lieberman should proceed with all deliberate speed to prepare for taking any 
steps that the administration saw necessary to address any short term or long 
range action. 

Ms. Reidy opened a discussion, in light of the staffing implications relating to CT 
programming, as to how the SPED program was funded, in regard to Federal, 
State and local resources.  It was evident that this was not a well understood 
matter by most of the Committee. 

Mr. Lieberman replied that he could not “fathom” how the co-teaching model we 
have been discussing could be accomplished without adding staff. Mr. Malone 
also indicated the needs in the 6th

 grade posed its own problems and, in his view; 
his school needed another teacher as well. 

Any additional staff for such positions have already been eliminated from the 
2013-14 budget. 

It was pointed out that the District was presently violating its own special 
education policy where (1) it calls for IEPs shall permit students to be educated 
to the maximum extent appropriate with their disable peers; (2) the District to 
provide a continuum of placement options to appropriately meet the needs of 
students with disabilities (Policy 113 ,under”Purpose”); (3) all students shall be 
provided with appropriate educational programs and services in accordance with 
federal and state laws and regulations (Policy 113 under “Authority”) and  (4) the 
Board shall determine the facilities, programs . services and staff that will be 
provide by the district…based upon the identified needs of the district’s special 
education population (ibid). The students who need  a co-taught classroom and 
who are not receiving such instruction, call these policies into question. 

Mr. Malone also observed having one CT teacher per grade level was a “real 
problem” as it might well lead to having too many special needs kids in that one 
classroom, thus undermining if not defeating its purpose and promise.  Multiple 
sections would be needed in the future.  The numbers were  low now but were 
growing. 

Dr. Huchet expressed his opinion that a multi-year phase-in program was 
necessary to guide incremental program development and forecasting budgetary 
implications over time. 

Ms. Panzica spoke to the importance of developing public understanding and 
support, about getting people philosophically “on board.” 

Mr. Lieberman came back to his central concern regarding funding/staffing and 
how to deal with the fact that the administration needed to stay within the index-
without exceptions. 

So the issue is how to move money within the budget. 
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This is an issue that can only be addressed by the Board and administration. 

A Board member noted that the SPED department ended the year with a one 
million dollar surplus last year. Another Board member reminded SEC that the 
only way the Board learns of student needs is through the administration.  This 
prompted a parent to ask, “How do the needs get communicated to the Board?” 

This lead to a discussion of how priorities are developed through a decision 
making process at the administrative level.  Board members do not learn what 
issues/needs “hit the cutting room floor” at the administrative level when they are 
making budget decisions. A Board member indicated that the Board needs to 
know much more about student needs and what need are not going to be 
addressed given the priorities  it plans to support.  What has “fallen out of the 
box?” 

Ms. Learmonth spoke fervently about the need to hire the best special education 
teachers possible, particularly if teachers are being hired for co-teaching.  The 
complex diversity of the co-teachers task demands  a high level of talent that 
usually relates to experience.  This is particularly true when the CT teacher will 
operate in a number of classrooms. 

There was an extensive discussion of the fact that a number of elementary 
school regular education teachers have been participating in CT training 
sessions at the IU over the year.  As a result, there are reported to be (by one of 
the participants on the SEC) a number of enthusiastic and committed teachers 
who are very willing and increasingly able to move into CT partnerships as soon 
as the District is ready.  While the training is somewhat “patchwork” (Mr. 
Lieberman) nevertheless there is an encouraging readiness at the staff level.  

The Chair advised Mr. Lieberman not to wait any longer for a “green light” from 
the SEC.  It is already very late in the year to initiate the many steps that need to 
be taken to address all the planning, staff development, budgeting and public 
support issues. The advisory role of the SEC was reiterated. In keeping with that 
role, Mr. Lieberman was invited to share with the SEC, at its next meeting, a 
critical path timeline that summarizes how and when the “roll out” to September 
will take place. 

If the Committee can have a copy of this plan before the meeting on March 12th, 
we can give him the benefit of our advice before we move on to address the 
special education policies. 

The meeting adjourned at 7:50 P.M. 

Next Meeting: March 12 at 6:00 P.M. 

Prepared by C. Huchet 
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